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Although parental religiosity generally has been associated with positive child outcomes
it also has been connected to the use of corporal punishment and authoritarian parenting style.
Thus, other variables must exist which influence how the interaction between religiosity and
parenting practices influence child outcomes, such as regional differences (i.e., conservatism,
population density, etc.). The current study expanded upon previous literature by examining
maternal and paternal variables, extending the study to emerging adults, examining emerging
adult gender, various religions, and different regions of the United States (i.e., Northeast, South,
Midwest, West), as well as levels of conservatism and population density (i.e., urban vs rural
areas). An MTURK sample asked participants to report their parents’ religiosity, parenting style,
and conservatism as well as their own religiosity and region where they grew up. Structural
equation modeling was used, and results indicated that parenting style moderated the relationship
between parental religiosity and child outcomes and those interactions were further moderated by
conservatism as well as geographic and population density regions (i.e., 3-way interaction).
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION
Research has found conflicting results regarding religiosity and parenting. For example,
some research has found religiosity to be related to authoritative parenting style characterized by
warmth, communication, and structure (Desrosiers, Kelley, & Miller, 2010; Stearns &
McKinney, 2017a), whereas other research has found it to be related to authoritarian parenting
style characterized by a demand to instill obedience in children (Jackson et al., 1999; Mahoney,
Pargament, Tarakeshwar, & Swank, 2008). Thus, examining factors that account for these
discrepant findings is paramount. For example, Mahoney et al. (2008) have identified that
conservatism may play a role since corporal punishment, among other parenting practices, has
been linked to conservative religiosity in parents (Mahoney et al., 2008; Murray-Swank,
Mahoney, & Pargament, 2006). Specifically, the connection between religiosity and parenting is
important because of the strong association both variables share with child outcomes (Gunnoe,
Hetherington, & Reiss, 2006). Parental religiosity has been associated with positive child
outcomes, whereas the use of corporal punishment is associated with negative outcomes
(Gershoff & Grogan-Kaylor, 2016; Stearns & McKinney, 2017b). Thus, other variables which
influence whether religiosity has a positive effect on outcomes must be explored.
For example, Gunnoe et al. (2006) found that paternal authoritarian parenting was
associated with increased externalizing and internalizing problems in adolescents in nonconservative Protestant (non-CP; a sample made up of moderate/liberal Protestants, Catholic,
1

atheist, Mormon, etc.) families but not in conservative Protestant (CP) families. Given that
conservatism seems to be an important variable in the determination of how parental religiosity
and parenting affect child outcomes and that certain areas of the United States are more
conservative than others, it is valuable to identify how the influence of parental religiosity and
parenting may differ in various regions of the country (Flynn, 1994). The current study
advanced current research by examining both maternal and paternal variables in emerging adults
while investigating different religions and levels of conservatism across different regions of the
United States.
Parental Religiosity, Child Outcomes, and Child Religiosity
Whereas some periods like childhood, adolescence, and adulthood have been studied
extensively, emerging adulthood, ages 18 to 25 years, is a growing area of study. This period is
when individuals are first free to explore the world, including their own religiosity (Arnett, 2000;
Barry, Nelson, Davarya, & Urry, 2010). Given that emerging adulthood is a period when many
individuals engage in risky behaviors, it is important to investigate what variables may serve as
protective factors, and religiosity is one such factor (Mackenzie et al., 2001). Indeed, emerging
adults who reported that they were involved in church and youth groups were less likely to
engage in binge drinking (Smith & Snell, 2009) and were protected from substance use despite
being exposed to community violence (Fowler, Ahmen, Tampsett, Jazefowicz-Simbeni, & Toro,
2008). Additionally, attending church and praying to a higher power was shown to reduce
substance use and risky sexual behaviors in emerging adults (Kirk & Lewis, 2013). Moreover,
intrinsic religiosity, strength of religious beliefs, and religious coping were a protective factor
against risky behaviors for individuals of various faiths (i.e., Christian, Muslim, Jewish,
unaffiliated; Berry, Bass Shimp-Fassler, & Succop, 2013).
2

Additionally, emerging adults who reported higher intrinsic religiosity, strength of religious
faith, and religious well-being also reported better psychological adjustment (Power &
McKinney, 2013). Studies have indicated that the relationship between perceived parental
religiosity, operationalized by church attendance/involvement and private religiosity, and late
adolescent substance use and depression was mediated by late adolescent religiosity (Barton,
Snider, Vazsonyi, & Cox, 2014). More recently Stearns and McKinney (2017b) found that
emerging adult religiosity, operationalized as intrinsic religiosity, strength of religious faith, and
religious well-being, mediated the relationship between perceived parental religiosity and
emerging adult internalizing and externalizing outcomes. Some researchers have suggested that
several mechanisms may be in play which enable religiosity to be a resilience factor, such as
social support (Ellison & Levin, 1998), self-regulation (McCullough & Willoughby, 2009), and
social control (Rohrbaugh & Jessor, 1975), all aspects of religiosity (Nonnemaker, McNeely, &
Blum, 2003).
Moreover, previous research has indicated a strong connection between parental and
child religiosity (Stearns & McKinney, 2017b). Specifically, Stearns and McKinney (2017b)
found that emerging adult religiosity mediated the effect between both maternal and paternal
perceived religiosity and externalizing problems for both males and females, but between
maternal and paternal religiosity and internalizing problems only for males, suggesting
moderation by child gender. Additionally, another study showed that perceived maternal and
paternal warmth facilitated the relationship between perceived parental religiosity and the
religiosity of emerging adult females, but only paternal warmth facilitated the relationship for
males (Stearns & McKinney, 2017a). Further, perceived maternal autonomy granting hindered
the relationship when examining mother-daughter religiosity only, indicating that gender served
3

as a moderator when examining perceived maternal warmth and autonomy granting interactions
(i.e., 3-way interactions). Thus, parental religiosity has a strong relationship with child
religiosity and this connection can affect child outcomes. Similarly, the effect between parent
and child religiosity can be facilitated or hindered depending on parental behaviors such as
warmth and autonomy granting, two elements of authoritative parenting.
Parenting Styles and Child Outcomes
According to Baumrind (1991), parenting can be divided into four types: authoritative,
permissive, authoritarian, and neglectful. Authoritative parenting is characterized by parents
who are warm, involved, responsive, demanding, and have clear expectations of their children’s
behavior while not being overly intrusive or restrictive. Permissive parenting, on the other hand,
involves parents who are warm, involved, and supportive but not demanding, often acting like
more of a friend than a parent. Authoritarian parenting refers to parents who are demanding in a
harsh way and are overly restrictive in an attempt to assert power. Finally, neglectful parenting
involves parents who are not engaged, involved, or demanding.
Studies have suggested that authoritative parenting is the most popular parenting style in
the United Stated and it is associated with better child adjustment (Barnhart, Rayal, Jansari, &
Raval, 2013; Kaufmann, Gesten, Santa Lucia, Salcedo, Rendina-Gobioff, & Gadd, 2000;
McKinney & Milone, 2012). Consistently, authoritarian parenting is most often connected to
poor adjustment (Sharma, Sharma, & Yadava, 2011; Wang & Zhang, 2012). Moreover, the
majority of previous studies on parenting outcomes have been conducted in reference to
childhood, not emerging adults (Arnett, 2000); however, studies have indicated that parenting
still effects individuals once they reach emerging adulthood (McKinney, Donnelly, & Renk,
2008).
4

Parental Religiosity and Parenting Style
Research has shown that family church attendance and prayer were related to aspects of
authoritative parenting including limit setting, supervision, and monitoring (Farmer, Sinha, &
Gill, 2008). Similarly, maternal church attendance and importance of religion have been
connected to authoritative parenting behaviors such as care (Desrosiers et al., 2010) and more
consistent parenting (Brody, Stoneman, Flor, & McCrary, 1994). Overall, parents who attended
church and prayed were more likely to be warm and less likely to be overprotective (Gunnoe,
Hetherington, & Reiss, 1999).
Parents who are conservatively religious, however, seem to parent their children
differently. For example, parents high in religious fundamentalism (i.e., God has given humanity
a complete, unfailing guide to happiness and salvation, which must be totally followed) reported
that they value obedience over autonomy (Danso, Hunsberger, & Pratt, 1997). Similarly, parents
who believed in a literal interpretation of the Bible were more likely to use corporal punishment
(Murray-Swank, et al., 2006), and to believe that it was effective and unlikely to result in
possible harm (Gershoff, Miller, & Holden, 1999). Previous research also has suggested that
religiously liberal and conservative parents differ on how they view children’s schooling,
sexuality, abortion, and the roles of women and men (Davis & Robinson, 1996). Conservative
parents were more likely to report that the family should be headed by the husband who has final
say, whereas the wife is in charge of child care (Jensen, 2006). Moreover, biblically
conservative mothers have been shown to be significantly more involved with child rearing than
fathers (DeMaris, Mahoney, & Pargament, 2011). Thus, religious conservatives and liberals
appear to have vastly different views on family structure and child rearing.

5

Regional Religiosity and Parenting Differences
According to the Pew Research Religious Landscape study, regions of the United States
are dominated by specific denominations (2014). The majority of individuals in the Northeast
report that they are Christian (65%), with most being Catholic (30%). Conversely, in the South
75% reported that they are Christian, the largest denomination being Baptist (17%). Individuals
in the Mid-west reported being Christian (72%), mainly Protestant (19%). Finally, the West had
64% Christian with an equal mix of Catholics (23%) and Protestants (22%). Given these results,
the religious landscape of the United States appears to be divided by region. Further differences
are seen when individuals were asked about the importance of religion as the South had the most
people reporting that religion is very important (60%), followed by the Midwest (51%), West
(47%), and Northeast (45%). Similarly, the regions maintain that ranking when asked about
belief in god, religions attendance, frequency of prayer, conservatism. Moreover, Chalfant and
Heller (1991) found that geographic region within the United Stated accounted for more
differences in religiosity than whether individuals lived in a rural or urban area. Thus, the South
is consistently more religious, followed by the Midwest, West, and Northeast, and these
differences likely are reflected in parenting style and child outcomes.
Regarding parenting, previous research has indicated that parental attitudes can vary from
one region to the next, even within very proximal areas. For example, Uhlendorff (2004) found
that East German parents engaged in more protective and less permissive parenting (i.e.,
authoritarian) than West German parents who were more authoritative. Admittedly, these
differences were related to cultural differences found in each of the respective regions given that
East Germany was occupied by socialist Communist rule and West Germany was ruled by more
Western, individualistic views. Although research has not extensively investigated parenting
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differences within the United States, culture has been shown to effect parenting styles within the
United States (e.g., Baumrind, 1996; Lansford, 2010; Sorkhabi, 2005). Even less research has
examined regions in the United States, and it generally has focused on how Southern parenting
differs from the rest of the United States. For example, Southern regions of the United States
vary from Northeastern regions in several variables which have been shown to effect parenting,
such as increased poverty rates, lower rate of educational attainment, and greater importance on
religion, all factors associated with a greater likelihood of using authoritarian parenting styles
(Mahoney et al., 2008; McKinney & Brown, 2017). Recently, a study in the South found that
authoritarian parenting was associated with less internalizing symptoms in emerging adult
children, going against the general trend of research showing that authoritarian parenting is
associated with negative child outcomes and suggesting that Southern parenting may have
different effects on child outcomes (McKinney & Brown, 2017). Admittedly, McKinney and
Brown’s (2017) findings may be related to contextual factors, as Southern families may be more
accepting, even expecting, of an authoritarian figure as head of the household, which could be
related to conservative values.
Current Study
The current study advances previous literature by examining how emerging adult
psychological outcomes are influenced by perceived parental religiosity (maternal and paternal),
parenting behaviors, and conservatism. Geographic region (i.e., South, Northeast, Midwest,
West), zip code (as explained by Krieger, Waterman, Chen, Soobader, Subramanian, & Carson,
2002), and urban vs. rural data also were examined as they are known to covary with
conservatism, although the current study posits that conservatism is the key variable of interest
above region and urbanization. The religiosity measure used in the current study, the Stearns7

McKinney Assessment of Religious Traits, is a measure comprised of five factors (public
religiosity, religious coping, social support, conviction, and conservatism) (Stearns & McKinney,
2019); thus, the measure is neutral within the first four factors and assesses conservativism with
the remaining factor.
Hypothesis 1 stated that perceived parental religiosity would correlate negatively with
emerging adult internalizing and externalizing problems and positively with emerging adult
religiosity. Hypothesis 2 stated that perceived parenting styles (authoritative, authoritarian,
permissive) would moderate the relationship between parental religiosity and emerging adult
outcomes as well as religiosity such that authoritative style would facilitate better outcomes and
religiosity and authoritarian and permissive styles would hinder better outcomes and religiosity.
Hypothesis 3 stated that the relationships in hypothesis 2 would be further moderated by region
and conservatism, such that regions which are known to be more conservative (i.e., South) would
find that authoritarian parenting had better or equal outcomes relative to authoritative parenting
for emerging adults. Specifically, 3-way interactions were hypothesized such that parenting style
would moderate the link between parental religiosity and emerging adult outcomes and
religiosity as stated in hypothesis 2, which would be further moderated by region, zip code
analysis, and conservatism. That is, authoritarian style in conservative regions would facilitate
the relationship between parental religiosity and positive outcomes as well as emerging adult
religiosity and hinder these relationships in liberal regions. Further, authoritative style in liberal
and conservative regions would facilitate and permissive style would hinder these relationships
in both liberal and conservative regions. Given that conservatism covaries with region as well as
urbanization and zip code, these data also would be collected and examined in the context of
conservatism.
8

CHAPTER II
METHODS
Participants
Participants were recruited via MTURK from around the United States and were paid for
their time. Upon approval by the university IRB, the questionnaires were posted to Qualtrics, an
online survey system where participants provided informed consent and chose to participate.
Participants’ ages ranged from 18 to 25 years (M = 22.73, SD = 1.98), the age range of emerging
adulthood. Participants were recruited by which region they reported as being the most
influential upon them during their childhood (age 1 to 18) to achieve approximately equal
groups. A power analysis determined that 180 people were needed from each range for a
medium effect and 200 were needed for a small effect. The Midwest (Iowa, Illinois, Indiana,
Kansas, Michigan, Minnesota, Missouri, North Dakota, Nebraska, Ohio, South Dakota, and
Wisconsin) group had 225 participants, Northeast (Connecticut, Massachusetts, Maine, New
Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, and Vermont) had 257, South
(Alabama, Arkansas, District of Columbia, Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Kentucky, Louisiana,
Maryland, Mississippi, North Carolina, Oklahoma, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Virginia,
and Wester Virginia) had 363, and West (Alaska, Arizona, California, Colorado, Hawaii, Idaho,
Montana, New Mexico, Nevada, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming) had 235, for a total
of 1080. Regions were determined based on the U.S. Census Bureau (2010).
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Participants identified their race as Caucasian (64.5%), African-American (10.1%),
Hispanic/Latino (9.6%), Asian (6.4%), Other (2.7%), American Indian/Alaska Native (1.9%), or
Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander (.1%). When asked about their current religion, participants
reported being Atheist (19.6%), Catholic (18.1%), Christian-other (17.6%), Spiritual (9.4%),
Other (7.3%), Protestant (6.7%), Gnostic (4.5%), Baptist (3.1%), Hindu (3.0%), Jewish (1.7%),
Islam (1.7%), Neo-Pagan (1.2%), and Buddhist (1.1%). The majority of participants reported
that their parents had a High School diploma (mother = 34.0%, father = 35.8%) or a Bachelor’s
degree (mother = 28.1%, father = 24.9%), whereas other responses for maternal and paternal
education included 15.7% and 10.4% who had an Associate’s degree, 11.1% and 12.6% who had
a Master’s degree, 2.9% and 4.2% who had a Doctorate, and 3.3% and 7.1% Other, respectively.
When asked about their own education, most participants reported having a bachelor’s degree
(37.9%) or High School diploma (30.8%). Other responses included 15.8% who had an
associate’s degree, 5.9% who had a master’s degree, 1.3% who had a Doctorate, and 3.0% Other.
The majority of participants reported growing up in a suburban area (39.7%) or urban area
(30.6%), with 24.5% reporting that they grew up in a rural area.
Measures
Stearns-McKinney Assessment of Religious Traits: Short Form
The Stearns-McKinney Assessment of Religious Traits (SMART) is a 53 item scale
designed to measure various dimensions of religiosity and the Stearns-McKinney Assessment of
Religious Traits: Short Form (SMART: SF) is a more concise 25 item version (Stearns &
McKinney, 2019). The overall short form includes statements describing religious activities,
feelings, and beliefs and is scored on a Likert scale from 0 = not true to 7 = very true. Factor
analysis indicated a higher order Religiosity factor which consists of 5 lower order factors:
10

Private Religiosity (e.g., I try to live my life according to my religious beliefs), Social Support
(e.g., I consider myself active in my faith or church), Coping (e.g., I find comfort in my religion
or spirituality), Conviction (e.g., I believe that a divine being/God exists), and Conservative
Religiosity (e.g., I strictly follow my religious beliefs in regard to my appearance). Factor
loadings of the 5 factors onto the overall Religiosity factor ranged from .77 to .99 and item
loadings onto each of the 5 factors ranged from .67 to .85. Internal consistency for the 5 factors
ranged from .89 to .95. Validity has been demonstrated by comparing the SMART: SF with
several established scales including the SMART, Religious Well-Being scale, the Santa Clara
Strength of Religious Faith scale, and the intrinsic subscale of the Religious Orientation ScaleRevised (Gorsuch & McPherson, 1989; Paloutzian & Ellison, 1982; Plante & Boccaccini, 1997;
Stearns & McKinney, 2019). Strong correlations among the overall religiosity scale of the
SMART: SF and the other scales ranged from .70 to .99 and from .50 to .89 with a mean of .77
for the five factors, indicating good convergent validity (Stearns & McKinney, 2019).
Adult Self Report
The Adult Self Report (ASR; Achenbach & Rescorla, 2003) consists of 123 statements
used to assess the internalizing and externalizing behaviors of others over the past 6 months.
The ASR problem behaviors are scored with 0 = not true, 1 = somewhat or sometimes true, and
2 = very true or often true. Factors include externalizing (e.g., Lies) and internalizing problems
(e.g., Nervous, highstrung, or tense). Internal consistency alphas have ranged from .87 to .93 in
past studies (Achenbach & Rescorla, 2003). Cross-informant correlates ranged from .30 to .79,
with a median of .42, indicating good psychometrics regarding measuring the behaviors of others
(Achenbach & Rescorla, 2003).

11

Parental Authority Questionnaire
The Parental Authority Questionnaire (PAQ; Buri, 1991) contains 30 questions assessing
parents’ permissive (e.g., children should have their way in the family as often as parents do),
authoritarian (e.g., my parent…expected me to listen immediately without asking any questions),
and authoritative (e.g., my parent has always encouraged verbal give-and-take…) parenting
styles. Participants were instructed to rate each statement on a 5-point Likert scale ranging from
Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree. Participants rated each statement about current perceptions
for both their mothers and fathers separately. Previous studies have demonstrated good
reliability and validity (Buri, 1991).
Authoritarianism, Conservatism, and Traditionalism Scale
The Authoritarianism, Conservatism, and Traditionalism Scale (ACT; Duckitt, Bizumic,
Krauss, & Heled, 2010) consists of 12 questions on each of three subscales for a total of 36 items
and is scored on a Likert scale from -4 = very strongly disagree to 4 = very strongly agree. This
measure assesses authoritarianism (e.g., What our country needs is a tough, harsh dose of law
and order), conservatism (e.g., Obedience and respect for authority are the most important
virtues children should learn), and traditionalism (e.g., It is important that we preserve our
traditional values and moral judgments) and can be combined for an overall score. This measure
has demonstrated excellent reliability (ranging from .74 to .94) and validity (Duckitt et al.,
2010). High scores on this measure indicate conservatism, whereas low scores suggest
liberalism.

12

Religious Liberalism Scale
The Religious Liberalism Scale (McConochie, 2010) consists of 9 questions and is scored
on a Likert scale from 1 = strongly disagree to 5 = strongly agree. This measure assesses
religious liberalism (e.g., different human groups have different and equally valid religions).
Previous studies have indicated that this measure has good reliability (.82).
Planned Analyses
Structural equation modeling was conducted using AMOS 24.0. Latent variables (Figure
1) included perceived maternal religiosity, perceived paternal religiosity, and emerging adult
religiosity; religiosity variables were made up of the four factors of the SMART:SH (i.e., public
religiosity, religious coping, social support, and conviction). Parental conservatism also were
latent variables made up of the three factors of the ACT (i.e., authoritarianism, conservatism, and
traditionalism) as well as the conservatism factor of the SMART, and Religious Liberalism Scale
(loading negatively). Observed variables included perceived maternal and paternal parenting
styles (i.e., authoritative, authoritarian, permissive), emerging adult internalizing and
externalizing problems, zip code analysis, and geographical region. Specifically, zip codes were
converted into urban, large rural, or small rural areas as per the Rural Urban Commuting Area
Codes Data Categorization B designed from the 2000 U.S. Census (RUCA). Cities of 50,000 or
more people were considered urban, 10,000 – 49,999 were considered large rural areas, and less
than 10,000 were considered small rural areas.
The maximum likelihood method of covariance structure analysis was used. Model fit
was examined with the comparative fit index (CFI), Tucker-Lewis Index (TLI), standardized root
mean square residual (SRMR), and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA).
According to Hu and Bentler (1999), CFI and TLI values > .90 and > .95, SRMR values < .10
13

and < .08, and RMSEA values < .08 and < .06 indicate acceptable and good model fit,
respectively.
Hypothesis 1 was tested by examining the correlations for the variables (Table 2).
Hypothesis 2 was tested by examining interaction effects (Table 4). Interaction terms included
perceived maternal religiosity x maternal parenting style (authoritative, authoritarian,
permissive) for a total of three maternal interactions, and the same terms were used for paternal
interactions, totaling six interaction terms altogether. Hypothesis 3 was tested by adding
conservatism to the interaction terms (i.e., 3-way interactions). Additionally, differences in
interactions across different regions (i.e., NE, MW, S, and W) and zip code (i.e., urban, large
rural, and small rural) were compared using pairwise parameter comparisons, a statistical test
comparing the difference between path coefficients. This comparison produces a Z score
indicating the statistical difference between two path coefficients (Byrne, 2013). Significant
interaction terms were interpreted by plotting them using simple slope analyses at +/- 1 SD.
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CHAPTER III
RESULTS
Descriptive Statistics and Zero-Order Correlations
See Tables 1 and 2 for descriptive statistics and correlations for observed and
measurement variables. All indicator variables were tested for skew and kurtosis and results
determined that they were normally distributed. Mean scores for Internalizing and Externalizing
problems on the ASR fell within the normal range based on cutoffs established with the ASR,
and 27% and 30% of participants reported clinical levels of Internalizing and Externalizing
problems, respectively. Means for indicators of perceived maternal religiosity reflected an
average endorsement between the item responses of neutral and somewhat true. Paternal and
emerging adult indicators of religiosity reflected an average endorsement between the item
responses of somewhat disagree and neutral.
Maternal religiosity was positively associated with authoritative and authoritarian
parenting and paternal religiosity was positively associated with all three styles of parenting.
Emerging adult religiosity was associated with all three styles of parenting for both maternal and
paternal variables. Parental conservatism was positively associated with parental and emerging
adult religiosity. Emerging adult Internalizing but not Externalizing problems were correlated
with maternal religiosity, but both were positively correlated with emerging adult and paternal
religiosity. Similarly, emerging adult Internalizing and Externalizing problems were positively
correlated with parental conservatism. Maternal and paternal permissive and authoritarian
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parenting were positively correlated with emerging adult internalizing and externalizing
problems, whereas maternal and paternal authoritative parenting was negatively correlated with
internalizing problems.
Parental Religiosity x Parenting Style Model
The measurement model with latent perceived religiosity variables only, as described
above and shown in Figure 1, provided good model fit (SRMR = .04, CFI = .96, TLI = .95,
RMSEA =.08). All factor loadings exceeded .82 (all ps < .001), indicating convergent validity.
The structural model, as shown in Figure 2, was tested and provided good model fit (SRMR =
.02, CFI = .97, TLI = .94, RMSEA = .06). Table 2 shows correlations and descriptive statistics
for latent variables in the measurement model. Table 3 shows descriptive statistics for latent
variables by regions. Results indicated that geographic regions (i.e., Northeast, Midwest, South,
and West) differed in maternal, paternal, and emerging adult religiosity as well as emerging adult
externalizing problems. Maternal and emerging adult religiosity was greater in the South than
the Midwest, and greater in the Midwest than the Northeast. Similarly, paternal religiosity was
greater in the South than the Northeast and Midwest.
Additionally, population regions (i.e., urban, large rural, and small rural) differed in
maternal and paternal permissive parenting. Maternal permissive parenting was significantly
greater in the urban region than the large rural and small rural regions; similarly, paternal
permissive parenting was greater in the urban region than the large rural region.
Hypothesis 1, that perceived parental religiosity would correlate negatively with
emerging adult internalizing and externalizing problems and positively with emerging adult
religiosity, was partially supported (see Table 2). Paternal religiosity was positively correlated
with emerging adult internalizing and externalizing problems and maternal religiosity was
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positively correlated with emerging adult internalizing problems, though the correlations were
small. Parental (i.e., maternal and paternal) religiosity was positively correlated with emerging
adult religiosity.
Table 4 displays path coefficients among variables in the overall sample. Hypothesis 2,
that perceived parenting styles (i.e., authoritative, authoritarian, permissive) would moderate the
relationship between parental religiosity and emerging adult outcomes as well as religiosity, was
partially supported (see Table 4). Discussion and interpretations of interactions are included in
the Discussion section. Authoritative parenting moderated the relationship between parental
(i.e., maternal and paternal) religiosity and emerging adult religiosity (see Figure 3).
Authoritarian parenting moderated the relationship between paternal religiosity and emerging
adult internalizing and externalizing problems (see Figures 4 and 5). Similarly, permissive
parenting moderated the relationship between paternal religiosity and emerging adult
externalizing problems (see Figure 6).
Parental Religiosity x Parenting Style x Region/Zip Code Model
Moderation by Region
Hypothesis 3, that parenting style would moderate the link between parental religiosity
and emerging adult outcomes and religiosity, and that this relationship would be moderated by
region, was partially supported. Path coefficients across region are displayed in Tables 5 through
8.
Perceived maternal religiosity x permissive parenting predicted emerging adult religiosity
stronger in the South than in the Northeast (Z = 2.09, p = .04) and West (Z = 2.66, p = .01;
Figure 7). Perceived paternal religiosity x permissive parenting predicted emerging adult
religiosity in the South stronger than in the Midwest (Z = 2.39, p = .02; Figure 8).
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Perceived maternal religiosity x permissive parenting predicted emerging adult
internalizing problems stronger in the West than the Northeast (Z = 2.40, p = .01), in the
Midwest than the South (Z = 2.96, p = .03), and in the West than the Midwest (Z = 3.42, p <
.001; Figure 9). Perceived paternal religiosity x permissive parenting predicted emerging adult
internalizing problems stronger in the West than the Northeast (Z = 3.36, p < .001), in the West
than the Midwest (Z = 4.14, p < .001), and the West than the South (Z = 3.62, p < .001; Figure
10). Perceived paternal religiosity x authoritative parenting predicted emerging adult
internalizing problems stronger in the Northeast than the Midwest (Z = 2.50, p = .01) and South
(Z = 2.44, p = .01), and in the West than the Midwest (Z = 2.76, p = .01), and South (Z = 2.72, p
= .01; Figure 11).
Perceived maternal religiosity x permissive parenting predicted emerging adult
externalizing problems stronger in the West than in the Northeast (Z = 2.19, p = .04) and in the
West than the Midwest (Z = 2.96, p < .001; Figure 12). Perceived paternal religiosity x
permissive parenting predicted emerging adult externalizing problems stronger in the Northeast
than the West (Z = 3.29, p < .001), in the Midwest than the West (Z = 2.43, p = .01), and in the
South than the West (Z = 2.12, p = .03; Figure 13). Perceived paternal religiosity x authoritative
parenting predicted emerging adult externalizing problems stronger in the West than the Midwest
(Z = 1.98, p = .05; Figure 14).
Moderation by Zip Code (urban vs. small rural vs. large rural)
Hypothesis 3 also stated that zip code as defined by urban vs. rural would act as a
moderator (Tables 9-11). Perceived paternal religiosity x authoritative parenting predicted
emerging adult religiosity in the small rural region stronger than in the urban region (Z = 1.99, p
= .05; Figure 15).
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Perceived maternal religiosity x authoritarian parenting predicted emerging adult
internalizing problems in the small rural region stronger than in the urban region (Z = 2.92, p <
.001) and in the small rural region stronger than the large rural region (Z = 2.21, p = .04; Figure
16).
Similarly, paternal religiosity x permissive parenting predicted emerging adult
externalizing problems in the small rural region stronger than in the urban region (Z = 2.92, p <
.001) and in the large rural region stronger than the small rural region (Z = 2.21, p = .04; Figure
17).
Parental Religiosity x Parenting Style x Conservatism Model
Conservatism was added to the initial measurement model with latent perceived
religiosity as described above and shown in Figure 1 to test for fit; this model provided good
model fit (SRMR = .06, CFI = .96, TLI = .95, RMSEA =.07). All factor loadings exceeded .47
(all ps < .001), indicating convergent validity. The structural model, as shown in Figure 2, was
tested and provided good model fit (SRMR = .07, CFI = .95, TLI = .91, RMSEA = .06). Table
12 displays path coefficients among variables used to test hypothesis 3.
Hypothesis 3, that parenting style would moderate the link between parental religiosity
and emerging adult outcomes and religiosity, and that this relationship would be moderated by
conservatism, was partially supported.
Maternal religiosity x permissive parenting x conservatism predicted emerging adult
internalizing and externalizing problems (see Figures 18 and 19). Similarly, 3-way interactions
occurred for maternal religiosity x authoritative parenting x conservatism predicting emerging
adult internalizing and externalizing problems (see Figures 20 and 21).

19

CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
The current study examined the role of parenting styles (i.e., permissive, authoritarian,
and authoritative) in the relationship between parental religiosity and emerging adult religiosity
and internalizing and externalizing problems. Further, moderation by region (i.e., Northeast,
Midwest, South, and West) as well as zip code (i.e., urban, large rural, and small rural areas) and
conservatism was examined. Specifically, the current study’s primary contribution to extant
research was the inclusion of both maternal and paternal variables as well as the role of the
various moderators during the examination of the relationship between parental religiosity and
child religiosity and psychological outcomes.
Emerging Adult Religiosity
As expected and in accordance with previous literature, both maternal and paternal
religiosity were correlated with child religiosity (Stearns & McKinney, 2017a; Stearns &
McKinney, 2017b). Indeed, research has indicated that when parents model religious behaviors,
children are likely to imitate those behaviors into emerging adulthood (Stearns & McKinney,
2017b). Contrary to hypotheses, only authoritative parenting moderated parental and emerging
adult religiosity, such that increased authoritative parenting was associated with a weaker
connection between parent and child religiosity when parent religiosity was low, and a stronger
relationship when parent religiosity was high (Figure 3). These results are consistent with
previous literature and theory suggesting that authoritative parenting (e.g., warmth, consistency,
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communication, etc.) helps to create a better parent-child relationship and environment which is
more conducive to children wanting to imitate the philosophies and customs of their parents
(Stearns & McKinney, 2017a). It was surprising that authoritarian and permissive parenting did
not moderate the connection between parental and emerging adult religiosity in the overall
sample, but these variables did indicate moderation in opposite directions when examining the
regions separately (i.e., the effect in the Northeast was opposite to the effect in the South,
canceling each other out), thus leading to no effect in the overall sample.
Indeed, as expected results indicated 3-way interactions by region regarding maternal and
paternal permissive parenting (see Figures 7 and 8). In the Northeast and West, low levels of
permissive parenting were associated with greater emerging adult religiosity when maternal
religiosity was low, and lower religiosity when maternal religiosity was high. In the South,
however, the opposite pattern occurred. Given that in the Northeast and West, high levels of
permissive parenting were associated with a stronger relationship between maternal and child
religiosity, this likely suggests that permissive parenting does not negatively impact the parentchild relationship in these regions; conversely, when maternal religiosity was low, high levels of
permissive parenting may indicate households with poor parent-child relationships where
children are less likely to be religious as previous literature has connected parent-child
relationships to child religiosity (Barry et al., 2012; Bengston et al.,2013). Moreover, given that
the South has been found to be more religious and authoritarian, permissive parenting when
maternal religiosity was high does not provide the structure which might strengthen the
connection between child and parent religiosity (Mahoney et al., 2008; McKinney & Brown,
2017; Pew Research Religious Landscape, 2014). Additionally, when mothers are perceived as
more permissive in the South, children may not be required to take part in the family religious
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behaviors which have been shown to correlate with engagement in religious activities later in life
(Pearce & Thornton, 2007; Regnerus et al., 2011). Low levels of perceived maternal religiosity
and permissive parenting were associated with much lower emerging adult religiosity, perhaps
indicating that this group experienced a family environment where mothers were not engaged,
and thus, children were not likely to seek out religiosity on their own.
Regarding paternal permissive parenting, results indicated very different patterns. In the
South, low levels of permissive parenting were associated with greater emerging adult religiosity
when paternal religiosity was low, and lower religiosity when paternal religiosity was high (the
opposite of that found for maternal permissive parenting above). This is the same pattern as
found when zip code was used as a moderator, with the pattern being most pronounced in small
rural regions, such as the South. In the Midwest, however, the opposite pattern occurred. Thus,
paternal permissive parenting in the South did not negatively impact the connection between
parental and child religiosity when paternal religiosity was high. It is possible that Southern
mothers who are permissive fail to engage their children in family religious behaviors, but
fathers still retain the persona of head of household to the degree that they are effective models
of behavior for their children (Pearce & Thornton, 2007; Regnerus et al., 2011). Fathers in the
Midwest, on the other hand, better model their religious behaviors when their permissive
parenting is low, and religiosity is high. This group may relate to Protestant fathers which are
known to be more authoritarian and less permissive, setting a strong structure within the family
with clear expectations of religious behaviors for their children (Gunnoe et al., 2006).
Emerging Adult Internalizing and Externalizing Problems
As expected, paternal religiosity was positively correlated with emerging adult internalizing and
externalizing problems, though maternal religiosity was only correlated with emerging adult
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internalizing problems. Previous literature has indicated a strong relationship between parental
religiosity and child outcomes, such that parental religiosity has been shown to protect children
against risky behaviors and psychopathologies, likely because parental religiosity promotes child
religiosity (Barton et al., 2014; Stearns & McKinney, 2017b). Indeed, most religious
denominations argue against risky behaviors and also advocate for better coping mechanisms
(Berry, et al. 2013).
Additionally, authoritarian parenting moderated the relationship between paternal
religiosity and emerging adult internalizing and externalizing problems (see Figures 4 and 5).
For both internalizing and externalizing problems, authoritarian parenting had no effect when
paternal religiosity was low, but when paternal religiosity was high, high authoritarian parenting
was associated with greater emerging adult internalizing and externalizing problems. Similarly,
permissive parenting moderated the relationship between paternal religiosity and emerging adult
externalizing problems with the same pattern (see Figure 6). Thus, high levels of paternal
religiosity and authoritarian or permissive parenting was associated with greater risk for
externalizing and internalizing problems. These results are supported by previous research
which has suggested that while some religious parents tend to use more authoritative parenting,
some use authoritarian parenting (e.g., parents who are more conservatively religious) which has
been shown to be associated with worse outcomes for children (Danso et al., 1997; Sharma et al.,
2011; Wang & Zhang, 2012). Moreover, when parents are both religious and authoritarian they
are more likely to use harsh parenting techniques (i.e., yelling, corporal punishment) which the
majority of studies have shown were associated with many psychological problems for children
(e.g., depression, anxiety, antisocial behaviors, aggression, etc.; Sharma et al., 2011; Wang &
Zhang, 2012). It appears that no research, however, has examined parental religiosity and
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permissive parenting, but studies have indicated that permissive parenting resulted in similarly
poor outcomes for children as authoritarian parenting (Akhter, Hanif, Tariq, & Atta, 2011;
Rinaldi & Howe, 2012; Williams et al., 2009).
Interestingly, maternal variables did not produce significant interactions as would be
expected since both maternal parenting and religiosity have been shown to be stronger predictors
of child problems than paternal variables (Boyatzis, Dollahite, & Marks, 2006; Spilka, Hood,
Hunsberger, & Gorsuch, 2003). However, maternal interactions were significant when
examining regions separately with differing directions, likely accounting for why results were
not significant in the overall sample.
Indeed, as expected results indicated 3-way interactions by region regarding maternal and
paternal permissive parenting and paternal authoritative parenting for both emerging adult
internalizing and externalizing problems (see Figures 9 – 14).
Parental Permissive Parenting
In the Northeast, high maternal permissive parenting was associated with less
internalizing and externalizing problems regardless of maternal religiosity level, whereas in the
South and West, high permissive parenting was associated with more internalizing and
externalizing problems regardless of maternal religiosity level. In the Midwest, low permissive
parenting was protective when maternal religiosity was low, but low permissive parenting was
associated with greater emerging adult internalizing problems when maternal religiosity was
high. These results indicate that in the South and West, high levels of permissive parenting were
associated with greater psychological problems for children, as has been indicated in previous
research because permissive parents do not provide children the structure and monitoring that
helps children avoid risky behaviors, learn to regulate their emotions, and feel secure (Akhter et
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a., 2011; Rinaldi & Howe, 2012; Williams et al., 2009). However, in the Northeast and
Midwest, high levels of permissive parenting were associated with less problems for children, at
least when maternal religiosity was high, contrary to previous literature (Akhter et a., 2011;
Rinaldi & Howe, 2012; Williams et al., 2009).
Although it appears that little research has examined permissive parenting and parental
religiosity, it is possible that emerging adults prefer permissive parents as a function of their
development. Specifically, in the Northeast and Midwest, emerging adults may want to be
independent and therefore benefit from permissive parenting, but only if maternal religiosity is
high and their mothers have provided them with good values. Thus, their mothers may support
their independence, and the religious values mothers have imparted to emerging adult children
help them to be successful with their independence (i.e., responsible and less likely to engage in
risky behaviors). In the South and West, however, permissive parenting did not benefit
emerging adults, perhaps because conservatism was higher in those areas and conservative
mothers are known to be more engaged parents (DeMaris et al., 2011). When children expect
their parents to be engaged based on cultural norms, they may be more likely to have
internalizing or externalizing problems when their parents do not adhere to the norms (Lansford,
2010; Sorkhabi, 2005).
Similarly, conservatism moderated the interaction between maternal religiosity,
permissive parenting, and internalizing and externalizing problems (see Figures 18 and 19). As
expected, high conservatism and permissive parenting was associated with the most emerging
adult externalizing problems and low conservatism and high permissive parenting for
internalizing problems, regardless of maternal religiosity; low permissive parenting and high
conservatism were associated with the least problems. Moreover, the differences between the
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groups were more pronounced when maternal religiosity was low. Therefore, permissive
parenting had more of an effect on child outcomes than conservatism, given the main effect of
permissive parenting. However, in conjunction with permissive parenting, conservatism changes
how parenting effects children’s mental health, such that high conservatism was found at both
ends of the spectrum for the range of emerging adult outcomes. These results are not surprising,
given that previous studies have indicated that higher levels of permissive parenting were
associated with more psychological problems for children (Akhter et a., 2011; Rinaldi & Howe,
2012; Williams et al., 2009). Similarly, high levels of parental conservatism have been
associated with worse parenting behaviors (e.g., corporal punishment) and more psychological
problems for children (Gershoff, Miller, & Holden, 1999; Murray-Swank, et al., 2006). Thus, it
is no surprise that the combination of permissive parenting and conservatism would have the
worst outcomes for emerging adults. However, an interesting finding is that parental
conservatism was not detrimental to child outcomes when in combination with low permissive
parenting, possibly indicating that such parents were using positive parenting techniques like
authoritative parenting.
Conversely, for fathers, in the Northeast, Midwest, and South, high permissive parenting
was associated with high emerging adult internalizing and externalizing problems, regardless of
paternal religiosity, with the difference between low and high permissive parenting when
paternal religiosity was high being largest for the Midwest. Similarly, in the West, when
paternal religiosity was low, high permissive parenting was associated with more internalizing
and externalizing problems, but high paternal religiosity was associated with greater internalizing
and externalizing problems with low permissive parenting. These results were largely in line
with previous literature which has suggested that high levels of permissive parenting were
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associated with worse outcomes for children (Akhter et a., 2011; Rinaldi & Howe, 2012;
Williams et al., 2009).
Similarly, in urban and large rural regions, high levels of paternal permissive were
associated with more emerging adult externalizing problems, as expected and supported by
previous literature (Figure 17; Akhter et a., 2011; Rinaldi & Howe, 2012; Williams et al., 2009).
Additionally, in small rural regions, when paternal religiosity was low, the expected pattern held;
however, when paternal religiosity was high, high permissive parenting was associated with less
externalizing problems. Perhaps the difference between small rural regions with high paternal
religiosity and other regions is that such fathers are very involved in their children’s upbringing,
so if they are more permissive in their parenting it does not have the negative associations that
permissive parenting would have in other regions (Akhter et a., 2011; Rinaldi & Howe, 2012;
Williams et al., 2009). For example, if fathers in small rural regions are very religious, they may
be more involved in their child’s life and provide support in other ways. Additionally, if fathers
in such families are very religious, it is likely that mothers are too, and mothers may be bearing
the majority of parenting decisions, which may only make fathers appear to be permissive.
Parental Authoritative Parenting
In the Midwest, high authoritative parenting was associated with less emerging adult
internalizing and externalizing problems regardless of paternal religiosity; however, in the
Northeast and West, the previous pattern held when paternal religiosity was low, but reversed
when paternal religiosity was high. The opposite was found in the South, such that low paternal
religiosity and high authoritative parenting was associated with more emerging adult
internalizing and externalizing problems, but high paternal religiosity and authoritative parenting
was associated with less emerging adult internalizing and externalizing problems. Thus,
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although some regions (i.e., Midwest, Northeast and West when paternal religiosity was low,
South when paternal religiosity was high) followed the patterns found in previous literature that
authoritative parenting leads to better child mental health, some did not (i.e., Northeast and West
when paternal religiosity was high, South when paternal religiosity was low). The difference
between conditions which followed previous literature and theory, and those that did not, may be
cultural expectations. When family structure matches what children expect (i.e., religious
parents in the South, less religious parents in the Northeast and West), authoritative parenting
leads to less internalizing problems; however, when a mismatch occurs, children may be
confused and suffer from adjustment problems like depression, anxiety, aggressive behavior, etc.
Results also confirmed a 3-way interaction for maternal religiosity x authoritative
parenting x conservatism predicting emerging adult internalizing and externalizing problems (see
Figures 20 and 21). As expected and supported by previous literature, high authoritative
parenting was always associated with less emerging adult problems, likely due to better
parenting techniques (e.g., consistency, warmth, etc.; Barnhart et al., 2013; Kaufmann et al.,
2000). Interestingly, when maternal religiosity was low, high levels of maternal conservatism
was associated with high emerging adult psychological problems when authoritative parenting
was low and low problems when authoritative parenting was high, as would be expected. These
results were flipped, however, when maternal religiosity was high as high maternal conservatism
was associated with lower problems when authoritative parenting was low and more problems
when authoritative parenting was high. Thus, conservative maternal religiosity was only
associated with emerging adult problems when maternal authoritative parenting was high. This
pattern may have occurred because conservative mothers may be more likely to provide
boundaries for their children which may protect from engaging in risky behaviors or developing
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externalizing problems. However, when conservatively religious mothers are also authoritative
they may be more likely to discuss with their children household problems, such as poverty since
conservatism is often confounded with lower education level and lower socioeconomic status.
Parental Authoritarian Parenting
In the urban and small rural regions, high authoritarian parenting was associated with
greater emerging adult internalizing problems, regardless of maternal religiosity (see Figure 16).
Conversely, in the large rural region, high authoritarian parenting was associated with less
emerging adult internalizing problems, regardless of maternal religiosity. Thus, urban and small
rural regions were in line with previous literature which did not examine different regions,
suggesting that authoritarian parenting was associated with more internalizing problems for
children (Sharma et al., 2011; Wang & Zhang, 2012). Large rural regions, however, were
different, perhaps because it is the cultural norm in rural regions for parents to be more
authoritarian, thus when children receive such parenting behaviors they are getting what is
expected. Indeed, recent research has suggested that authoritarian parenting is not associated
with the same level of child mental health problems as other studies when observed in the
context of certain cultural factors including conservatism (McKinney, Stearns, & Rogers, 2018).
However, it was surprising that small rural regions indicated that authoritarian parenting was not
negatively associated with emerging adult mental health, contrary to recently published literature
regarding Southern parenting (McKinney et al., 2018). It is possible that children in small rural
regions do not feel a need for authoritarian parenting given that small rural regions tend to have
low crime rates and are generally safer areas in which to live; thus, emerging adults who grew up
in these areas may be more likely to push back against authoritarian parenting in the same way
that children who grew up in urban areas may. Moreover, Steinberg and colleagues (2006)
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determined that although research has indicated that authoritative parenting was associated with
the best outcomes for children, authoritarian parenting was better than permissive parenting for
children who come from disadvantaged environments since authoritarian parenting may be more
likely to prevent them from getting involved with troubled peers. This finding is consistent with
emerging adults benefiting from permissive parenting as emerging adults are at less risk of
getting involved with troubled peers given that they have more freedoms to interact with the
peers they want instead of those who are available.
Implications for Research and Practice
Given the results of the current study, parental religiosity, parenting styles, region (based
on geography and population), as well as parental conservatism clearly have a strong influence
upon the religiosity and internalizing and externalizing problems of emerging adults.
Researchers still have much ground to explore to specify what mechanisms are causing
differential results regarding geographic region, population density, and conservatism. For
example, researchers could examine the connection between parenting, conservatism, and region
on emerging adult outcomes by conducting studies in other countries which are known to be
more liberal (e.g., Norway) and more conservative (e.g., Iran). However, in many places religion
and conservatism, as well as political culture, can be entwined and hard to tease apart. The
current study found differences between religiosity and conservatism in their effects on child
outcomes, but it would be useful to design studies meant to better tease apart the effects of
conservatism and culture, or which can show how these variables work together. Moreover, it is
important to examine why perceived permissive parenting was associated with lower
externalizing and internalizing problems for emerging adults in some regions but not others.

30

Additionally, researchers should examine the impact of parental conservatism on emerging adult
mental health.
Researchers also should examine how parenting and region as well as conservatism vary
throughout a child’s lifespan; that is, how does the effects of parenting and region change as
children grow older. Likely, region may be a stronger influence during childhood when children
are beginning to develop their sense of self or may be more influential as children become
adolescents or emerging adults, times of more freedom and seeking out information. Thus, as
researchers continue to explore how parenting styles and regions affect children, it is important
to see how these effects extend into emerging adulthood. Moreover, as increased research has
indicated that parenting has differential effects across the United States, it is helpful to determine
how best to guide parents for the benefit of child outcomes (McKinney et al., 2018). Therefore,
with more evidence, future research may help to show the optimal parenting style based on
regions, culture, and level of conservatism.
Strengths and Limitations
This study must be viewed in the context of its limitations, such as using an online
sample. However, studies have indicated that participants are as likely to respond truthfully on
MTurk as they are any laboratory study (Thomas & Clifford, 2017). Thus, although the current
results must be taken with caution, it is likely that they represent the participants’ perceptions
accurately. Additionally, given that the current study asked participants to indicate the
religiosity, parenting style, and conservatism of their parents through their perspective, thus
relying upon a single informant for the information provided, the results must be viewed with
caution due to possible shared-method bias. Evidence has indicated, however, that children’s
perceptions of their parents indicate how parents have affected children, whether accurate or not
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(Finley, Mira, & Schwartz, 2008; McKinney & Kwan, 2018; Yahav, 2006). Thus, perceptions of
participants regarding their parents’ religiosity and parenting style may provide more
information about how parenting variables affected children than if the parents had reported
upon these variables. Moreover, conservatism and religiosity are two aspects which parents seek
to pass on to their children, thereby increasing the likelihood that children’s perceptions of their
parents’ attitudes are accurate, at least to the extent that their parents wanted the children to
acquire these same beliefs. Although some parents may not directly communicate how they feel
in regard to religiosity and conservatism to their children, their children are likely to observe
their parents’ actions (e.g., going to church, expressing beliefs in reaction to news, etc.). Also,
emerging adults who report higher levels of internalizing and externalizing problems may report
poorer parenting practices, be it because that is how they accurately remember them or because
their psychological problems (e.g., depression or anxiety) make it more likely that they would
remember any negative aspects of their childhood. Finally, causality and direction of effects
cannot be determined given that the study was cross-sectional but previous literature supports the
directions examined here (e.g., Okagaki & Bevis, 1999).
Conclusion
The current study demonstrated the influence of perceived parental religiosity, parenting
styles, conservatism, and regions upon emerging adults’ religiosity and internalizing and
externalizing problems. Given that many previous studies have indicated that religiosity can
serve as a protective element, and personal religiosity is highly correlated with parental
religiosity, it is important to identify factors which either increase or lessen the association
between parental and child religiosity. Although beyond the scope of the current study, more
research needs to be done regarding parenting styles and the effects on child mental health,
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specifically in the context of culture and regions of the United States (McKinney, & Brown,
2017; McKinney, Stearns, & Rogers, 2018). Moreover, a meta-analysis examining findings
across different regions involving parenting style and child mental health would be helpful in
better understanding regional results.

33

REFERENCES
Achenbach, T., & Rescorla, L. (2003). Manual for the ASEBA adult forms and profiles.
Burlington: University of Vermont, Research Center for Children, Youth, and Families.
Akhter, N., Hanif, R., Tariq, N., Atta, M. (2011). Parenting styles as predictors of externalizing
and internalizing behavior problems in children. Pakistan Journal of Psychological
Research, 26, 23-41.
Arnett, J. (2000). Emerging adulthood: A theory of development from the late teens through the
twenties. American Psychologist, 55, 469-480.
Barnhart, C. M., Raval, V., Jansari, A., & Raval, P. H. (2013). Perceptions of parenting style
among college students in India and the United States. Journal of Child & Family
Studies, 22(5), 684-693.
Barton, A., Snider, J., Vazsonyi, A., & Cox, J. (2014). Adolescent religiosity as a mediator of the
relationship between parental religiosity and adolescent health outcomes. Journal of
Religion and Health, 53, 86-94.
Barry, C., Nelson, L., Davarya, S., & Urry, S. (2010). Religiosity and spirituality during the
transition to adulthood. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 34, 311-324.
Baumrind, D. (1991). The influence of parenting style on adolescent competence and substance
use. Journal of Early Adolescence, 11, 56-95.
Baumrind, D. (1996). The discipline controversy revisited. Family Relations, 45, 405-414.
34

Berry, D., Bass, C., Shimp-Fassler, C., & Succop, P. (2013). Risk, religiosity, and emerging
adulthood: Description of Christian, Jewish, and Muslim university students at entering
the freshman year. Mental Health, Religion, and Culture, 16, 695-710.
Boyatzis, C., Dollahite, D., & Marks, L. (2006). The family as a context for religious and
spiritual development in children and youth. The handbook of spiritual development in
childhood and adolescence (pp. 297-309). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.
Brody, G., Stoneman, Z., Flor, D., & McCrary, C. (1994). Religion’s role in organization family
relationships: Family process in rural, two-parent, African American families. Journal of
Marriage and Family, 56, 878-888.
Buri, J. R. (1991). Parental Authority Questionnaire. Journal of Personality Assessment, 57,
110-119.
Byrne, B. (2013). Structural Equation Modeling with AMOS: Concepts, Applications, and
Programming, Second Edition. New York: Routledge.
Danso. H., Hunsberger, B., & Pratt, M. (1997). The role of parental religious fundamentalism
and right-wing authoritarianism in child rearing goals and practices. Journal for the
Scientific Study of Religion, 36, 496-511.
Davis, N. J., & Robinson, R. V. (1996). Are the rumors of war exaggerated? Religious orthodoxy
and moral progressivism in America. American Journal of Sociology, 102, 756-787.
Demaris, A., Mahoney, A., & Pargament, K. I. (2011). Doing the scut work of infant care: Does
religiousness encourage father involvement? Journal of Marriage and Family, 73, 354368.

35

Desrosiers, A., Kelley, B., & Miller, L. (2010). Parent and peer relationships and relational
spirituality in adolescents and young adults. Psychology of Religion and Spirituality, 2, 116.
Duckitt, J., Bizumic, B., Krauss, S., & Heled, E. (2010). A tripartite approach to Right-Wing
Authoritarianism: The Authoritarianism-Conservatism-Traditionalism model. Political
Psychology, 31, 685-715.
Ellison, C., & Levin, J. (1998). The religion-health connection: Evidence, theory, and future
directions. Health Education and Behavior, 25, 700-720.
Farmer, A., Sinha, W., & Gill, E. (2008). The effects of family religiosity, parental control and
monitoring on adolescent substance use. Journal of Ethnicity in Substance Abuse, 7(4),
428-450.
Flynn, C. P. (1994). Regional differences in attitudes toward corporal punishment. Journal of
Marriage and the Family, 56, 314–324.
Fowler, P., Ahmen, S., Tampsett, C., Jazefowicz-Simbeni, D., & Toro, P. (2008). Community
violence and externalizing problems: Moderating effects of race and religiosity in
emerging adulthood. Journal of Community Psychology, 36, 835-850.
Gershoff, E., & Grogan-Kaylor, A. (2016). Spanking and child outcomes: Old controversies and
new meta-analyses. Journal of Family Psychology, 30, 453-69.
Gershoff, E., Miller, P., & Holden, G. (1999). Parenting influences from the pulpit: Religious
affiliation as a determinant of parental corporal Punishment. Journal of Family
Psychology, 13, 307–320.
Gunnoe, M., Hetherington, E., & Reiss, D. (1999). Parental religiosity, parenting style, and
adolescent social responsibility. Journal of Early Adolescence, 19, 199-225.
36

Gunnoe, M., Hetherington, M., & Reiss, D. (2006). Differential impact of fathers’ authoritarian
parenting on early adolescent adjustment in conservative protestant versus other families.
Journal of Family Psychology, 20, 589-596.
Hu, L., & Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis:
Conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Structural Equation Modeling, 6, 1-55.
Jackson, S., Thompson, R., Christiansen, E., Coleman, R., Wyatt, J., Buckendahl, C., &
Peterson, R. (1999). Predicting abuse prone attitudes and disciplinary practices in a
nationally representative sample. Child Abuse & Neglect, 23, 15-29.
Jensen, L. (2006). Liberal and conservative conceptions of family: A cultural-developmental
study. The Psychology of Religion, 16, 253-269.
Kaufmann, D., Gesten, E., Santa Lucia, R. C., Salcedo, O., Rendina-Gobioff, G., & Gadd, R.
(2000). The relationship between parenting style and children's adjustment: The parents'
perspective. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 9, 231-245.
Kirk, C., & Lewis, R. (2013). The impact of religious behaviors on the health and well-being of
emerging adults. Mental Health, Religion & Culture, 16, 1030-1043.
Lansford, J. E. (2010). The special problem of cultural differences in the effects of corporal
punishment. Law and Contemporary Problems, 73, 89-106.
Mackenzie, S., Wiegel, J., Mundt, M., Brown., D., Sawyer, E., Heiligenstein, E.,…Fleming, M.
(2001). Depression and suicide ideation among students accessing campus health care.
American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 81, 101-107.
Mahoney, A., Paragament, K., Tarakeshwar, N., & Swank, A. (2008). Religion in the home in
the 1980s and 1990s: A meta-analytic review and conceptual analysis of links between
religion, marriage, and parenting. Journal of Family Psychology, 15, 559-596.
37

McConochie, W. (2010). Psychological scales that differentiate liberal and conservative
worldviews. Retrieved July 1, 2017, from
http://politicalpsychologyresearch.com/Docs/LibConWriteup92110pdate-2.pdf.
McCullough, M., & Willoughby, B. (2009). Religion, self-regulation, and self-control:
Associations, explanations, and implications. Psychological Bulletin, 125, 69-93.
McKinney, C., & Brown, K. (2017). Parenting and emerging adult internalizing problems:
Regional differences suggest Southern parenting factor. Journal of Child and Family
Studies, 26, 3156-3166.
McKinney, C., & Kwan, J. W. (2018). Emerging adult perceptions of and preferences for
parenting styles and associated psychological outcomes. Journal of Family Issues.
Advanced online copy. Journal of Family Issues, 39, 2491-2504.
McKinney, C., Stearns, M., Rogers, M. M. (2018). Perceptions of differential parenting between
southern United States mothers and fathers. Journal of Child and Family Studies, 27,
3742-3752.
Murray-Swank, A., Mahoney, A., & Pargament, K. (2006). Sanctification of parenting:
Influences on corporal punishment and warmth by liberal and conservative Christian
mothers. The International Journal of the Psychology of Religion, 16, 271–287.
Pew Research Religious Landscape Study. (2014). Retrieved from
http://www.pewforum.org/religious-landscape-study/#religions.
Rural Urban Commuting Area Codes Data. (2005). Rural Health Research Center. Retrieved
from http://depts.washington.edu/uwruca/ruca-uses.php.

38

Stearns, M., & McKinney, C. (2017a). Perceived parent-child religiosity: Moderation by
perceived parental warmth and autonomy granting and emerging adult gender.
Psychology of Religion and Spirituality. Advanced online publication.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/rel0000142.
Stearns, M., & McKinney, C. (2017b). Perceived parental religiosity and emerging adult
psychological adjustment: Moderated mediation by gender and personal religiosity.
Psychology of Religion and Spirituality, 9(Supplemental) S60-S69.
Stearns, M., & McKinney, C. (2019). Stearns-McKinney Assessment of Religious Traits
(SMART): Development of an Improved Measure of Religiosity. Submitted for
publication.
Thomas, K. A., & Clifford, S. (2017). Validity and Mechanical Turk: An assessment of
exclusion methods and interactive experiments. Computers in Human Behavior, 77, 184197.
Uhlendorff, H. (2004). After the wall: Parental attitudes to child rearing in East and West
Germany. International Journal of Behavioral Development, 28, 71-82.
Wang, M., & Zhang, Y. (2012). Relationship between preschoolers' anxiety and parenting styles:
A longitudinal study. Chinese Journal of Clinical Psychology, 20, 49-52.
Williams, L. R., Degnam, K. A., Perez-Edgar, K. E., Henderson, H. A., Rubin, K. H., Pine, D.
S., Steinberg, L., & Fox, N. A. (2009). Impact of behavioral inhibition and parenting
style on internalizing and externalizing problems from early childhood through
adolescence. Journal of Abnormal Child Psychology, 37, 1063-1075.

39

APPENDIX A
TABLES AND FIGURES

40

Table A1
Mean, Standard Deviation, and Alphas of Indicator Variables for Overall Sample
α
.95

M
22.12

SD
9.49

Range
5-35

3. Maternal Social Support

.97
.96

23.31
19.81

9.55
10.13

5-35
5-35

4. Maternal Conviction

.96

23.84

9.49

5-35

5. Maternal Religious Conservatism

.94

18.23

9.69

5-35

6. Emerging Adult Private

.96

17.57

10.26

5-35

7. Emerging Adult Coping

.97
.95

18.31
15.57

10.73
9.86

5-35
5-35

10. Paternal Private

.97
.96

18.94
18.90

11.11
9.87

5-35
5-35

11. Paternal Coping

.97

19.27

9.96

5-35

12. Paternal Social Support
13. Paternal Conviction

.97
.97

17.51
20.30

10.13
10.05

5-35
5-35

14. Paternal Religious Conservatism

.95

16.40

9.43

5-35

15. Maternal Permissive Parenting

.85

18.27

7.66

0-40

16. Paternal Permissive Parenting

.87

17.99

8.15

0-40

17. Maternal Authoritative Parenting

.89

22.77

8.36

0-40

18. Paternal Authoritative Parenting

.91

21.56

8.15

0-40

19. Maternal Authoritarian Parenting

.88

21.55

8.72

0-40

20. Paternal Authoritarian Parenting

.90
.74

22.25
62.05

9.57
14.92

0-40
12-108

23. Maternal Traditionalism

.75
.58

64.83
60.86

14.78
20.22

12-108
12-108

24. Paternal Traditionalism

.66

61.98

18.11

12-108

25. Maternal Conservatism

.70

61.45

14.32

12-100

26. Paternal Conservatism

.71

63.62

14.81

12-100

27. Maternal Religious Liberalism

.91

31.87

8.23

9-45

28. Paternal Religious Liberalism

.92

20.34

8.15

9-45

29. Emerging Adult Internalizing

.96

23.79

17.16

0-74

30. Emerging Adult Externalizing

.95

15.44

14.09

0-68

1. Maternal Private
2. Maternal Coping

8. Emerging Adult Social Support
9. Emerging Adult Conviction

21. Maternal Authoritarianism
22. Paternal Authoritarianism
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Table A2
Correlations, Means, and Standard Deviations among Variables in Measurement Model
Overall Sample

1.

2.

3.

4.

5.

6.

7.

8.

1. M Religiosity

1

2. P Religiosity

.46

1

3. EA Religiosity

.40

.35

1

4. M Permissive

ns

ns

.11

1

5. P Permissive

ns

.07

.11

.56

1

6. M Authoritative

.17

ns

.16

.55

.27

1

7. P Authoritative

.14

.20

.18

.38

.64

.47

1

8. M Authoritarian

.27

.20

.23

-.18

ns

-.20

ns

1

9. P Authoritarian

.19

.25

.15

Ns

-.21

Ns

-.15

.50

1

10. M Conservatism .85

.49

.48

ns

.11

.07

.13

.27

.25

1

11. P Conservatism

.45

.96

.41

.07

.09

ns

.18

.27

.29

.61

1

12. EA Internalizing .06

.08

.09

.15

.12

-.07

-.07

.23

.23

.11

.10

1

13. EA Externalizing ns
.08
.11
.25
.24
ns
ns
.23
.19
Note. All p values < .01 unless noted as ns. EA = Emerging Adult; M = Maternal; P = Paternal.

.16

.14

.82
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9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

1

M

SD

22.08

8.52

19.00

8.83

17.30

9.60

18.27

7.66

18.00

8.15

22.77

8.36

21.54

8.72

21.56

8.15

22.24

8.56

19.11

8.10

16.95

7.85

23.79

17.16

15.44

14.09

Table A3

Means and Standard Deviations among Variables in Measurement Model by Regions

Overall Sample
1. M Religiosity
2. P Religiosity

Northeast
20.39a (9.07)
17.48c (9.14)

Midwest
22.11ab (8.68)
18.53d (8.65)

South
23.33b (7.73)
20.40cd (8.69)

West
21.98 (8.63)
18.96 (8.73)

Urban
22.02 (8.50)
18.96 (8.83)

Large Rural
22.87 (8.61)
19.72 (9.18)

Small Rural
22.06 (9.43)
18.33 (8.68)

3. EA Religiosity

15.31e (9.50)

17.38ef (9.71)

18.96f (9.67)

16.81 (9.06)

17.13 (9.57)

18.71 (10.04)

17.25 (9.45)

4. M Permissive

18.96 (7.39)

17.73 (7.44)

18.03 (8.10)

18.34 (7.43)

18.6012 (7.58)

16.581 (7.98)

15.892 (7.56)

5. P Permissive

18.17 (7.65)

17.48 (8.16)

17.80 (8.55)

18.58 (8.09)

18.223 (8.07)

15.503 (8.79)

17.41 (8.21)

6. M Authoritative

22.51 (8.22)

23.03 (8.25)

22.84 (8.69)

22.73 (8.21)

22.98 (8.28)

22.33 (9.11)

21.19 (7.69)

7. P Authoritative

21.35 (8.39)

21.84 (8.42)

21.09 (9.46)

22.16 (8.22)

21.66 (8.76)

20.84 (9.61)

20.98 (7.24)

8. M Authoritarian

21.53 (8.07)

21.48 (8.15)

22.17 (8.50)

20.75 (7.67)

21.46 (8.16)

21.75 (9.48)

22.44 (7.91)

9. P Authoritarian

22.44 (8.02)

21.82 (8.67)

22.06 (7.69)

21.46 (8.16)

22.18 (8.40)

22.12 (9.88)

23.38 (9.31)

10. M Conservatism

17.65 (8.43)

18.98gh (8.18)

20.07g (7.65)

19.35h (8.11)

18.95 (8.05)

19.76 (8.77)

19.98 (8.09)

11. P Conservatism

15.66i (8.11)

16.50j (7.75)

18.05ij (7.67)

17.08 (7.73)

16.87 (7.83)

17.53 (8.45)

16.78 (7.65)

12. EA Internalizing

24.13 (18.01)

22.63 (16.10)

24.56 (17.32)

23.34 (16.98)

23.83 (16.99)

21.60 (15.98)

24.84 (19.95)

13. EA Externalizing

16.62k (14.87)

13.40k (11.98)

15.65 (14.30)

15.86 (14.71)

15.56 (14.13)

12.88 (11.38)

17.22 (16.64)

Note. SD in parentheses. Superscript letters and numbers indicate means different at p < .01 using t-tests for geographic regions and population density regions,
respectively. EA = Emerging Adult; M = Maternal; P = Paternal.
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Table A4
Path Coefficients for Variables and Interactions
Emerging Adult Outcomes
Internalizing

Externalizing

Religiosity

Maternal Paternal Maternal Paternal Maternal Paternal
Religiosity

ns

ns

ns

ns

.24*

.19*

Authoritative

-.12*

-.14*

-.12*

-.10

ns

ns

Authoritarian

.12*

.15*

.13*

.14*

.12*

ns

Permissive

.17*

.13*

.20*

.18*

ns

ns

Religiosity x
Authoritative

ns

ns

ns

ns

.09

.17*

Religiosity x
Authoritarian
Religiosity x
Permissive

ns

.11*

ns

.12*

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

.12*

ns

ns

Note. All p values < .01 unless noted as ns or otherwise marked; * indicates significant at < .001.
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Table A5
Path Coefficients for Variables and Interactions for the Northeastern Region
Emerging Adult Outcomes
Internalizing

Externalizing

Religiosity

Maternal Paternal Maternal Paternal Maternal Paternal
Religiosity

ns

ns

ns

.15

.17

,43*

Authoritative

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

Authoritarian

ns

.22

ns

.17

ns

ns

Permissive

ns

ns

ns

.18*

ns

ns

Religiosity x
Authoritative

ns

.19

ns

ns

ns

ns

Religiosity x
Authoritarian
Religiosity x
Permissive

ns

.16

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

.29*

ns

ns

Note. All p values < .01 unless noted as ns or otherwise marked; * indicates significant at < .001.
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Table A6
Path Coefficients for Variables and Interactions for the Midwestern Region
Emerging Adult Outcomes
Internalizing

Externalizing

Religiosity

Maternal Paternal Maternal Paternal Maternal Paternal
Religiosity

ns

ns

ns

ns

.20

.20

Authoritative

ns

-.24

ns

-.28*

ns

ns

Authoritarian

ns

ns

ns

ns

.23

ns

Permissive

ns

.20

ns

.26*

.19

ns

Religiosity x
Authoritative

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

.24*

Religiosity x
Authoritarian
Religiosity x
Permissive

ns

.23

ns

ns

ns

ns

-.18

.22

ns

ns

ns

ns

Note. All p values < .01 unless noted as ns or otherwise marked; * indicates significant at < .001.
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Table A7
Path Coefficients for Variables and Interactions for the Southern Region
Emerging Adult Outcomes
Internalizing

Externalizing

Religiosity

Maternal Paternal Maternal Paternal Maternal Paternal
Religiosity

ns

ns

ns

ns

.23*

.13

Authoritative

-.18

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

Authoritarian

.17

.16

.23*

.16

.14

ns

Permissive

.28*

ns

.31*

ns

ns

ns

Religiosity x
Authoritative

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

Religiosity x
Authoritarian
Religiosity x
Permissive

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

Note. All p values < .01 unless noted as ns or otherwise marked; * indicates significant at < .001.
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Table A8
Path Coefficients for Variables and Interactions for the Western Region
Emerging Adult Outcomes
Internalizing

Externalizing

Religiosity

Maternal Paternal Maternal Paternal Maternal Paternal
Religiosity

ns

ns

ns

ns

.35*

ns

Authoritative

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

Authoritarian

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

Permissive

.28*

ns

.26*

ns

ns

ns

Religiosity x
Authoritative

ns

.23

ns

ns

ns

ns

Religiosity x
Authoritarian
Religiosity x
Permissive

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

-.27*

ns

ns

ns

ns

Note. All p values < .01 unless noted as ns or otherwise marked; * indicates significant at < .001.
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Table A9
Path Coefficient for Variables and Interactions for the Urban Region
Emerging Adult Outcomes
Internalizing

Externalizing

Religiosity

Maternal Paternal Maternal Paternal Maternal Paternal
Religiosity

ns

ns

ns

ns

.23*

.20*

Authoritative

ns

-.16*

ns

-.13*

ns

ns

Authoritarian

.13*

.14*

.15*

.12*

.14*

ns

Permissive

.16*

.13*

.20*

.19*

ns

ns

Religiosity x
Authoritative

ns

ns

ns

ns

.11

.14*

Religiosity x
Authoritarian
Religiosity x
Permissive

ns

.12*

ns

.14*

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

.14*

ns

ns

Note. All p values < .01 unless noted as ns or otherwise marked; * indicates significant at < .001.
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Table A10
Path Coefficients for Variables and Interactions for the Large Rural Region
Emerging Adult Outcomes
Internalizing

Externalizing

Religiosity

Maternal Paternal Maternal Paternal Maternal Paternal
Religiosity

ns

ns

ns

ns

.38*

ns

Authoritative

ns

ns

-.50*

ns

ns

ns

Authoritarian

ns

.46*

ns

.51*

ns

-.33

Permissive

ns

.51*

ns

ns

ns

ns

Religiosity x
Authoritative

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

Religiosity x
Authoritarian
Religiosity x
Permissive

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

Note. All p values < .01 unless noted as ns or otherwise marked; * indicates significant at < .001.

50

Table A11
Path Coefficients for Variables and Interactions for the Small Rural Region
Emerging Adult Outcomes
Internalizing

Externalizing

Religiosity

Maternal Paternal Maternal Paternal Maternal Paternal
Religiosity

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

Authoritative

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

Authoritarian

.42

ns

.49*

ns

ns

ns

Permissive

.39

ns

.44

ns

ns

ns

Religiosity x
Authoritative

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

.39*

Religiosity x
Authoritarian
Religiosity x
Permissive

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

Note. All p values < .01 unless noted as ns or otherwise marked; * indicates significant at < .001.
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Table A12
Path Coefficients for Variables and Interactions Moderated by Conservatism
Emerging Adult Outcomes
Internalizing

Externalizing

Religiosity

Maternal Paternal Maternal Paternal Maternal Paternal
Religiosity x
Authoritative x
Conservatism

.17*

ns

.18*

ns

ns

ns

Religiosity x
Authoritarian x
Conservatism

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

ns

Religiosity x
ns
ns
-.15
ns
ns
ns
Permissive x
Conservatism
Note. All p values < .01 unless noted as ns or otherwise marked; * indicates significant at < .001.
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Figure A1.

Measurement model factor loadings

All latent variables are correlated. Religiosity has maternal, paternal, and emerging adult
variables. Conservatism has maternal and paternal variables. M = Maternal, P = Paternal, EA =
Emerging adult.
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Figure A2.

Conceptual Model

Conceptual model indicating 2-way interactions by parenting style (i.e., parenting style arrows
point to the paths between parental religiosity and emerging adult variables) and 3-way
interactions by conservatism (i.e., conservatism arrows point to the paths leading from the
parenting style variables involved in the 2-way interactions. Models where region and zip code
analyses serve as moderators were analyzed using multigroup analysis. Path coefficients are
displayed in Tables 4 – 12.
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Figure A3.

Parental religiosity x authoritative.

Interactions significant for paternal and maternal variables. Direct effects of parental religiosity
significant but not authoritative parenting.

Figure A4.

Parental religiosity x authoritarian.

Interaction significant for paternal variables. Direct effects for maternal and paternal
authoritarian parenting significant but not parental religiosity.
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Figure A5.

Parental religiosity x authoritarian.

Interaction significant for paternal variables. Direct effects of maternal and paternal authoritarian
parenting significant but not parental religiosity.
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Figure A6.

Parental religiosity x permissive.

Interaction significant for paternal variables. Direct effects of maternal and paternal permissive
parenting significant but not parental religiosity.
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Figure A7.

Maternal religiosity x permissive.

Interaction significant for the South. Direct effects for maternal religiosity significant for all
regions. Direct effects of permissive parenting significant for the Northeast and Midwest.
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Figure A8.

Paternal religiosity x permissive.

Interaction significant for the South. Direct effects for paternal religiosity significant for all
regions except the West. Direct effects of permissive parenting not significant.
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Figure A9.

Maternal religiosity x permissive.

Interactions significant for the Midwest and West. Direct effects for maternal religiosity not
significant. Direct effects of permissive parenting significant for the South and West.
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Figure A10. Paternal religiosity x permissive.
Interactions significant for Northeast and South. Direct effects for paternal religiosity not
significant. Direct effects of permissive parenting significant for the Northeast and Midwest.
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Figure A11. Paternal religiosity x authoritative.
Interactions significant for the Northeast and West. Direct effects for paternal religiosity not
significant. Direct effect of authoritative parenting significant for the Midwest.
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Figure A12. Maternal religiosity x permissive.
Interactions not significant. Direct effects for maternal religiosity not significant. Direct effects
of permissive parenting significant for the South and West.
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Figure A13. Paternal religiosity x permissive.
Interactions significant for Northeast and South. Direct effects for paternal religiosity not
significant. Direct effects of permissive parenting significant for the Northeast and Midwest.
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Figure A14. Paternal religiosity x authoritative.
Interaction significant for the West. Direct effects for paternal religiosity not significant. Direct
effect of authoritative parenting significant for the Midwest.
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Figure A15. Paternal religiosity x authoritative.
Interactions not significant. Direct effect for paternal religiosity significant for the urban region.
Direct effects of authoritative parenting not significant.
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Figure A16. Maternal religiosity x authoritarian.
Interactions not significant. Direct effects of maternal religiosity not significant. Direct effects of
authoritarian parenting significant for the urban and small rural regions.

67

Figure A17. Paternal religiosity x permissive.
Interactions significant for the urban and large rural regions. Direct effects of paternal religiosity
not significant. Direct effect of permissive parenting significant for the urban region.
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Figure A18. Maternal religiosity x permissive x conservatism.
3-way interaction significant. Direct effect significant for permissive parenting.
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Figure A19. Maternal religiosity x permissive x conservatism.
3-way interaction significant. Maternal religiosity x permissive parenting and maternal
permissive parenting x conservatism significant. Direct effect of permissive parenting
significant.

70

Figure A20. Maternal religiosity x authoritative x conservatism.
3-way interaction significant. Other interactions not significant. Direct effect for authoritative
parenting significant.
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Figure A21. Maternal religiosity x authoritative x conservatism.
3-way interaction significant. No other interactions significant. Direct effect for authoritative
parenting significant.
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